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45 East State Street, Suite 312 —_—
columbus, Ohio 43215 &7 &GO/

(614) 466-0880

APPLICATION FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
: Revised 6/90

IMPORTANT: Applicant should consult the ‘Instructions for Completion of Project Applicatic
for assistance in the proper complietion of this forn.

APPLICANT NAME Village of Glendale

STREET 30 willage Sguare
Glendale, Ohio 45246

CITY/ZIP

PROJECT NAME Congress Avenue Storm Water Rehakbilitation

PROJECT TYPE Storm Water Collection/Removal fron}—\_‘aoad‘i.ay

TOTAL COST $ 107,900 - :

DISTRICT NUMBER 5 I

COUNTY Hamilton County o :;’__
o =

PROJECT LOCATION ZIP CODE 15246

| et T S
DISTRICT FUNDING RECOMMENDATION

To be completed by the District Commitiee ONLY
| RECOMMENDED AMOUNT OF FUNDING: § 86,320.00

FUNDING SOURCE (Check Only One):

State Issue 2 District Allocation X State lssue 2 Small Government Fund
Grant

State Issue 2 Emergency Funds
Loan Local Transportation Improvement Fund
Loan Assistance

FOR OPWC USE ONLY
OPWC PROJECT NUMBER:

OPWC FUNDING AMOUNT: §




1.0 APPLICANT INFOKMATION

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

CHIEF EXECUTIVE
OFFICER

TITLE

STREET

CITY/ZIP
PHONE
FAX

CHIEF FINANCIAL
OFFICER

TITLE

STREET

CITY/2IP
PHONE
FAX

PROJECT MGR
TITLE
STREET

CITY/ZIP
PHONE
FAX

PROJECT CONTACT
TITLE
STREET

CITY/ZIP
PHONE
FAX

DISTRICT LIAISON
TITLE
STREET

CiTY/ZIP
PHONE
FAX

Alexander J. Brockmeier

Mavor of Glendale

Village of Glendale

30 Village Square

Glendale, Ohiao 45246
( 513 ) _771 - 7200
( 513 )_771 - 7318

Frank C. Leister

Clerk/Treasurer

Village cof Glendale

30 Village Sguare

Glendale, Ohlio 45246
( 513 ) _771 - 7200
( 513 ) 771 - 7318

Walter W. Cordes

Village Administrator

Village of Glendzle

30 Village Square

Glendale, Ohio 45246
( 513 ) _771 - =2an0
( 513 ) __771 -_ 7318

Walter W. Cordes

Village Administrator

Village of Glendale

30 Vvillage Sguare

Glendale, QOhio 45246
( 513 ) _72721 - 7200
( 513 ) _771 -7318

Mr. William Brayshaw, P.E.,P.S.

Chief Deputy County Engineer

Hamilton County Engineerx's Office

138 E. Court S5t., Room 700

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202
( 513 )_gas - 8607
( 513 ) _223 - 9748




2.0 PROJECT INFORMATION

IMPORTANT: If project Is multi-jursdictional in nature, information must be consolidated

2.1
2.2

IMPORTANT:

completfion of this sectlon.

PROJECT NAME: Congress Storm Water Project

BRIEF PROJECT DESCRIPTION - (Sections A through D):
A. SPECIFIC LOCATION:
South West section of the Village of Glendale on Congress Ave.

(SR747) at Cak Road and encumbering 875' of the east side on
Congress and continuing 200' onto the north side of Oak Road.

B. PROJECT COMPONENTS:

Replace an aged and undersized stom water collection (Stone

System w/limited pipe) and removal system with adequate piping,
street inlets, ditch inlets and curbing. Current system causing
undermining of Congress Avenue edging/base; current system causing
road fleoding and road edging/ditching now a motorist hazard.

C. PHYSICAL DIMENSIONS/CHARACTERISTICS:

See Attached Sheet

D. DESIGN SERVICE CAPACITY:
Detail shall be included regarding current service capacity vs proposed servic

2.3

level. If road or bridge project, include ADT. If water or wastewater projec
lrr:ctude curreni residential rates based on monthly usage of 7,756 gallons p-
ousehold. '

Current stone system was designed to carry storm water off of Congress
Ava. [collected from approximately 1,000 1IF of Congress Ave.) The existing
system is hampered by inadecuate pipe sizing and traffic becomes impeded
during rains. The edge of the roadway is now significantly deteriorated
and becaming undermined and the ditches are becoming hazards to motorists
when pulling off to the side of the roadway. Current system unable to
carry off a "2 yr. stom" or 30cfs. Proposed system would carry off
a "50 vear storm" or 170cfs, remove open ditch side road hazard, stop
deterioration/undermining of Congress and restore 8753' of Congress
edge pavement.

REQUIRED SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION

(Photographs/Additional Description; Capital improvements Report; Priority Lis
S-year Pion; 2-year Maintenance of Effort report, etc.) Also discuss the numbe
of temporary and/or fulllime Jobs which are likely to be created ‘as a result ¢

Tdhis;r ;:_?roject Aftach Pages. Refer to accompanying Instructions for furthe
etail.



2.2

PHYSICAL DEMENSICNS/CHARACTERISTICS:

Saw cut/remove 875' of existing/failing edge pavement.
Remove 80' existing undersized pipe and i inlet. Install
9551 of 12" storm sewer pipe & 215" of 15" storm sewer
pipe. Install 3 street inlets, install 2 ditch inlets,
install 4 storm manholes, install 875' of concrete curbing
on pavement edge, repave edging, fill trenches, topsoil
(1.1648Y), seed, and pave strieet cuts. Early 1900's
stone system to be replaced with new pipe. Clean 800'

of connecting storm sewer pipe.
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3.1 PROJECT ESTIMATED COSTS (Round to Nearest Dallar):

a) Project Engineering Costs:
1. Preliminary Englneering S
2. Final Design s 0
3. Construction Supervision $

D) Acquisifion Expenses

1. Land § —0-

2. Right-of-Way S -0-
c) Construction Costs S_ 98,081
d) Equipment Costs $ -0-
€) Cther Direct Expenses § —0-
f Contingencies s 9,83
Q) TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS S_107,900

3.2 PROJECT FINANCIAL RESOURCES (Round to Nearest Dollar and Percent)
Dollars %

a) Local In-Kind Contributions
b) Local Public Revenues
c) Local Private Revenues

e)) ther Public I;evéengie% 4
. State wWay  Fur
S\%ﬁ S PRI

OEPA
OWDA

5
S
S
S
CDBG $ |
Other Mun. Mtr. Veh.Lic. Tax S 6,580 6.1%
$
3
$
$

oy L W

15,000 13.9%

—
-

PWC Funds (Glendale)
Grant
Loan
Loan Assistance

) TOTAL FINANCIAL RESOURCES

e)
86,320 80%

LN ObeN

107,900 100%

+*

If the required local match is o be 100% In-Kind Confributions, list source of funds to t
used for refainage purposes:

3.3 AVAILABILITY OF LOCAL FUNDS

Indicate the status of all local share funding sources listed In section 3.2(
through 3.4(c). In addition, if funds are coming from sources listed In secfic
3.2(d), the following Information must be attached to this prolect applicatior

1) The date funds are available; -

2) Verification of funds in the form of an agency approval lett
or agency project number. Please Include the name ar
number of the agency confact person.
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Definitions:

Cost - Total Cost of the Prepaid ltem.

Cost item - Non-construction cosis, Including preliminary englneerng.
design, acquisition expenses (and or rght-of-way).

Prepald - . Cost items (non-construction costs directly related to the proje
paid prhor fo receipt of fully executed Project Agreement f
OPWC.

Resource Category - Source of funds (see section 3.2).

Verification - Invoice(s) and coples of warrani(s) used fo for prepcid cc

accompanied by Project Manager’s Ceriification (see section

IMPORTANT: Verification of all prepald Kems shall be aftached to this project applicat:

COST ITEM RESOQURCE CATEGORY COsT
D S
2) S
3) N
TOTAL OF PREPAID [TEMS S

3.5 REPAIR/REPLACEMENT or NEW/EXPANSION

This section need only be completed if the Project Is {o be funded by SI2 funds:

TOTAL PORTION OF PROJECT REPAIR/REPLACEMENT $ 107,900 100 o4
State Issue 2 Funds for Repair/Replacement $___ 86,320 80
(Not to Exceed 90%)

TOTAL PORTION OF PROJECT NEW/EXPANSION $ %
State Issue 2 Funds for New/Expansion $
(Not to Exceed 50%) ,

]

4.0 PROJECT SCHEDULE

ESTIMATED ESTIMATED -
START DATE COMPLETE DATE

4.1 ENGR. DESIGN 05 /15 fo92 07 [ 15 [ 92
4.2 BID PROCESS 07 [/ 15 [ 92 08 / 05 J 92
4.3 CONSTRUCTION o8 [ 15 [ 92 09 [/ 15 [/ 92




°2.U AFFPLICANT CEKIFICATIUIN

The Applicant Certifies That:

As the official representative of the Applicant, the undersigned certifies that:
(1) he/she Is legally empowered to represent the applicant in both requesting
and accepting financial assistance as provided under Chapter 164 of the Ohio
Revised Code and 164-1 of the Ohic Administrative Code; (2) that to the best
of his/her knowledge and belief, all representations that are a part of this
application are true and comect: (3) that all official documents and
commitments of the applicant that are a part of this gpplication have been
duly authorized by the goveming body of the Applicant; (4) and, should the
requested financial assistance be provided, that In the execution of this project,
the Applicant will comply with all assurances required by Ohlo law, including
those Involving minority business utilization, Buy Ohio, and prevalling wages.

IMPORTANT: Applicant cerfifies that physical construction on the project as
defined In this application has not begun, and will not begin, until
a Project Agreement on this project has been Issued by the Ohio
Public Works Commission. Action to the contrary Is evidence that
OPWC funds are not necessary to complete this project.

IMPORTANT: In the event of a project cost undemun, applicant understands that
the idenfified local match share (sections 3.2(a) through 3.2(c) will
be paid in full toward completion of this project. Unneeded OPWC
funds will be retumed fo the funding source from which the project
was financed.

Walter W. Cordes, Administyator
Ceyylng Rep sentafive (Type Name and Title)

Sy }: 92/;?7

Slgncfure/Dcn‘e Slgned J

Applicant shall check esach of e statements below, confitning that all requred Inforrmation k Included n this
oppllcation:

A tve-yeor Cooltal Improvements Repott os requrad in 164-1-31 of the Ohlo Administictive Cods
ond a Two-yeal Maintfenance of Local tffort Report os required in 184-1-12 of tha Ohlo Adminktrative
Code.

A registered professional engineers estimate of wsefd e os required In 164-1-13 of the Ohio
Administrative Code. Estimate shall contaln enginesr's oiginal sed and sgnaturs.

A reglstered professional englneer’s estimate of cost as required in 184-1-14 and 164-1-16 of the Ohio
Adminstrative Code. Estimate shall contaln engineer’s orginal seal and signomure.

A cerified copy of the legkiation by tha goveming body of the appicant authorizing o designated
official to submit this application ond to execute contractn

LESA A copy of the cooperatich agrestent(s) (for projects invelving more than one subdividon or dishict).
/. .

YES Coples of ofl Involces and waranis for thase Rems Identifled os *pre-pald” In section 4.4 of thk
N/A  oppllecation,

NSNNN B




6.0 DISTRICT COMMITTEE CERTIFICATION

me District Integrafing Commiitee for District Number 2 Cerlifies
ct:

As the officlal representative of the District Public Works Integrating Commiltiee,
the undersigned hereby certifies: that this application for financial assistance
as provided under Chapter 164 of the Ohlo Revised Code has been duly
selected by the appropriate body of the Dishict Public Works Integrating
Committee; that the project’s selection was based entirely on an objective,
District-oriented set of project evaluation criteria and selection methodology
that are fully reflective of and In conformance with Ohlo Revised Code
Seclions 164.05, 164.06, and 164.14, and Chapter - 164-1 of the Ohlo
Administrative Code; and that the amount of financlal assistance hereby
recommended has been prudently derived In consideration of all other
financial resources availlable to the project. As evidence of the District’s due
consideration of required project evaluation criteriq, the results of this project’s
ratings under such criteria are aftached to this application.

William W. Brayshaw, Chairman, District 2 Integrating Committee
Certifying Represeniative (Type Name and Tifle)

Ltz M/ 5,372

Signature/Date Signed /




FIVE YEAR OVERALL CAPITAL
IMPROVEMENT PLAN: INFRASTRUCTURE

1993-1993

The Village of Glendale has had a modest Capital Improvement
program for the past decade. Most improvements relative to
Village structures have been in the wav of emergencv replace-
ment of collapsed sewers. deteriorating roadwav patching.
and mandated improvements of waste water treatment facili-
ties. Very little monev has or 1is available to proaperly
restore rocadwavs, replace failing water mains and, particu-
larly, to rebuild/replace storm water sewers.

As much of our 51,140,000 annual general fund appropriation
is used for essential operations, other fund sources have
been heavily relied upon for infrastructure repairs. A u-
nigue "Village Plan and General Improvement Fund" has been
heavily relied upon for its interest income to fund the
general operaticons. Depleting this fund results in-hardship
to the general operations of the village. Please note that
Glendale has been consistent 1in the amount of local funds
spent for infrastructure repalirs/improvements and that IN NO
WAY would Issue 2 defer what the Village of Glendale is and
can spend for capital needs. Issue 2 will allow the village
to restore an aged and inadequate storm sewer management
svstem that could not be repaired/updated otherwise.



1993 Tar and Chip Program; S 22,500
{Cleveland Ave. Restoration}

Street Const. & Repair 21.000
State Highway Imp. Funds; 4,500
{SR747)

Congress Ave. 107,900

(Issue 2 storm water application)
Continuation of Village Office rehab 100,000

Total 1993 Expenditure Projections: 255,900

- v




1994 Tar and Chip Program
Cole Ave
Congress
Willow
Little Ck
Osprev

Street Const and Repair
All line stripe
Curb replacement, interior roads
Grader patching

State Highwav Imp. Fund
Congress {(747) pathch/paint
3 phase controller rebuild; Rt 4

Capital Imp Fund
Sidewalks
Water Works; Lime tank restoration
Street Maint.; parking lot upgrade

Isuse 2 Grant/Loan
Phase 4:; water main restoration
(link to new tower svstem in process)

Total 1594 EXPENDITURE PROJECTION:

25,000

21,000

4;200

31,200

284,500

363,400



1995 Tar and Chip Program S 25,000
N Lake
Cole
Morse
Church

Street Const & Repair 18,500
Line stripe
Curb replacement; interior
Grade. patching

State Highway Imp. Fund 3,200
Congress; Patch/paint
Rt 4 paint

Capital Improvement Fund; 155,000
Sidewalks
vVvillage QOffice Improv. continued

Well Controls 15,000

TOTAL 1995 EXPENDITURE PROJECTIONS S 216,700



199¢ Tar and Chip Program;
Widen Laurel Ave

Street Construction Fund;
Continue Laurel Ave project

State Highwavt Imp Fund
747
Rt 4

Capital Imp. Fund
Water Lime tank restoration

Phase 5 Water main restoration

TOTAL 1596 ESXPENDITURE PROJECTIONS

S 34,000

20,000

4,500

82,000

276,000

S 416,500



1992/1993

AN INVENTORY OF PROJECTED
FIVE YEAR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT NEEDS

PROQJECT CONDITION ESTIMATED
cosT
1} Sharon Ave Rest. Excellent = 3230,000
2) Phase I Water Mains Excellent * 5114,000
3) Phase ITI " " Excellent * 5352,000
1) Phase III Water Tower Verv Poor #*%* $444,000
5) Congress Storm Water Poor/Inadegquate $107.,900
6) Phase IV Water Mains Poor 5284,000
7} Well #1 Restoration Poor : 5 60,000
8) Phase V Water Mains Poor 5276,000
9) Lime Filter Rest. Poor S 14,000
10) vVillage Office Rest. Poor $155,000
11) Well Controls Fair S 15,000

* These projects completed via prior Issue 2 projects;
CB110, CB213, & CB327.

*#x This project, CB 411, has recentlv been approved by O0OPWC
and the bhid process has begun. Projected completion date
of the new tower is 10/92.



BXIAETING CAPITAL IMPROVEMRNT BTURY

Year Existing Capital Improvemant Condition
1985 Sewer Plant Renovation (EPA Stds) Excellent
1985 Sidewalk, Pase 4 rebuilding Excellent
1985 Tar/Chip program, 5 Roads Good
1986 sSidewalX., Phase % rebuilding Excellz=nt
1886 Tar/Chip program, £ Roads Good
1986 Congress Rd. Curbing/drainage "Excellenc
1987 Sidewalk. Phase 1 rabuilding Excellent
i%87 Tar/Chip pregram, -+ roads Good
1283 Poplice 3taztion Renovation Excellent
1983 Recycling Canter Renovation Good
1288 'Fuel Tank removal, EPX S§tds. Excellsnt
1958 2idswalk, Phzss 2 sabuilding gxcellant
1988 Tar/Chin program & roads Good
1988 Rebuild N. Trov (CD Crans Excellant
1289 Zidswalil zridge cxcellent
1888 Sidawzlik, 2hage Exceliznt
18239 Hestoraztion of v X LOTS Good
~S8¢% Tar/Chip pregram, S Cood
1988 Primary seTiling ==z Good
1990 Sidewalk, 2?hase 1 rabuilding Excellent
1920 Chestar Road Rebuiliding (Issues 2 '3% Excellent
1890 Tar/Chip program. 2 roads - Good

=
0
O
=

1991

1992
1992

Phase I & II of water main rehab
Sharon Ave. CB213 restoration

Phase III replacement water tower

Sharon Ave (747 to Rt4) restoration MRF

Excellent
Excellent

In Process
In Process
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PREVIOUS CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT BUDGETS

- , CONTINUED

YEAR PROJECT NAME OTHER LOCAL MRF CD 1ISSUE2 TOTAL:

1991 Phase I Water #*% X 100.0

1991 Phase II Water #*=x X 352.5

1991 Street Program X 27.0

1991 State Hwy Imp. 9.5

1991 Sewage Plant X 5.5
YEAR TOTAL: 494.0

* In Thousands

**% Tn progress, 1991

1992 Phase III Tower #= X. 344.0

1992 Street Program X 35.0

1992 Sharon (Rtd4—-8SR747)*x 58.0
YEAR TOTAL; 537.0

* In Thousands :

** Tn progress, 1992



CONGRESS AVE. & OAK RD. DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS

VILLAGE OF GLENDALE
OPINION OF CONSTRUCTION COST

n Avenue - ] Fi

(Incl. 15" Oak Road Sewer)

Saw Cut & Remove Existing Pavement-Congress Avenue

875' @ $5.00

Driveway Aprons, Remove & Replace

80 5.Y. @ $40.00

Sidewalk, Remove & Replace
100 S.F. @ $5.00

Pipe Removal
80' @ $5.00

Remove Existing Inlet
1@ $250.00

12" Storm Sewer
955 @ $30.00

15" Storm Sewer
215" @ $35.00

Street Inlets
3@ $1,200.00

Ditch Inlets
2@ $1,000.00

Storm Manholes
4@ $1,500.00

Embankment (to fill in ditch)
120 C.Y. @ $20.00

Concrete Curb & Gutter (30")
875 @ $15.00

Pavement Replacement - Oak Road
10S5.Y. @ $35.00

Topsoil
100 C.Y. @ $30.00

Seed, Fertilize & Muich
1164 5.Y. @ $1.50

Sub-Total Congress Ave.- East Side

$4,375.00

$ 3,200.00

§ 500.00

$ 400.00

$ 250.00

$28,650.00

$ 7,525.00

$ 3,600.00

$ 2,000.00

$ 6,000.00

$ 2,400.00

$13,125.00

$ 350.00

$ 3,000.00

$1.746.00
$77,121.00



1 Avenue - W j

Clean Existing Storm Sewer

800" @ $5.00 $4,000.00
Ditch Inlet

1@ $1,000.00 $1,000.00
Reconstruct Inlets

4 @ $1,000.00 $4.000.00
Sub-Total Congress Ave. - West Side $9,000.00

ak Road - h Si

‘Saw Cut and Remove Existing Pavement

400' LF. @ $5.00 $ 2,000.00
Concrete Curb & Gutter (30™)

400' L.F. @ $15.00 $ 6,000.00
Street Inlets

2@ $1,200.00 $ 2,400.00
Topsoil

25 C.Y. @ $30.00 $ 750.00
Seed, Fertilize & Mulch

140 S.Y. @ $1.50 $ 210.00
12" Storm Sewer (inlet connections)

20L.F. @ $30.00 $ 600.00
Sub-Total Oak Road - South Side ) $ 11,960.00
Total-All Improvements $ 98,081.00
+ Contingencies (10%4) $ 9.819.00
TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST $107,900.00

OPINION OF CONSTRUCTION COST IS SUBJECT TO ADJUSTMENT UPON DETAIL
PLAN COMPLETION AND UPON RECEIPT OF BIDS BY QUALIFIED CONTRACTORS.

USEFUL LIFE: UPON SATISFACTORY COMPLETION OF THE WORK THE USEFUL
LIFE OF THE CONGRESS AVENUE AND OAK ROAD DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS
WILL BE 20 YEARS FOR CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER AND 50 YEARS FOR

STORM SEWERS AND\‘H\gulg i ,,”%
4."‘ 0'5’///”

0% %

% iz . @g@u@,
E Mark A. Kluesener, P.E. #48151

%{ KLUESENER * Village Engmcer-Glcndale, Ohio
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VILLAGE of GLENDALE
GLENDALE, OHIO 45246

INCORPORATED 1855

Countv of Hamilton 02/24/92
Donalid C. Schramm, P.E.-P.S.

County Engineer

700 Countv Administration Bldg.

138 E. Court Street

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202-1258

Re: Agency approval letter verifving local share funds.
Dear sirs,

As Clerk/Treasurer of the Village of Glendale, I hereby
certify that the local share funds, in the amount of
S 21,580, are available for the proposed Congress Avenue
Storm Water Project, as described in the 1993 Issue 2 round
#4 application.

Respectfully

Frank €. Leister
Clerk/Treasurer
Village of Glendale

cc: Issue 2 application; 1993 - Congress Storm Water Project

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 30 VILLAGE SQUARE 1513} 771-7200
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Village of Glendale

Resolution 1992 - 5

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE VILLAGE ADMINISTRATOR
TO MAKE APPLICATION FOR STATE ISSUE 2 FUNDS IN 1993

WHEREAS, The District 2 Integrating Committee reguires
documentation of authenticitvy for each Issue 2
application, and

WHEREAS, The 1993 Issue 2 application is due not later than

Februarv 28, 1992, and

Mavor, Council and Street Committee
to an inadequate

{SR747) at

WHEREAS, The Village
recognize the urgencyv of repairs

existing storm water system on Congress
Cak Rocad, and
The continued deterioration and erosion of the

existing syvstem cases road erosion, hazardous
ditches and water 1ving upon a heavily traveled

roadwayvy, and

WHEREAS,

unable to fund said

WHEREAS, The Village of Glendale is
require assist-

project in its entiretv and will
ance in the form of a grant.

BE .IT RESOLVED, bv the Village Council of the Village of
Glendale that the Village Administrator is to make timely
application to the district 2 Integrating Committee and the
Ohio Public Works Commission for financial assistance in the
refurbishment of approximately 955LF of the existing storm

water removal svsten.

Readi and Passage Date: March 2, 19952

tc’jﬁﬂfl/m

-~ Alexander J rockmeier, Mavor
~o [
es — ;

- Frank C. Leister, Clerk
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L INTRODUCTION

The 15.5 Ac drainage tributary to the intersection of Congress Avenue and Oak Road as shown
on the attached map, lies mostly between S.R. 4 and 747, extending to the northwest about 1000'.
It also includes a small area to the south and west taking in Century Inn and about 300" of
Springfield Pike in Woodlawn.

There are two basic factors contributing to the stormwater difficulties in the area of this
intersection.

i. Except for a roadside ditch along the east side of S.R. 4, a 12" pipe with one or two inlets
on it along the west side of S.R. 747, and a small ditch along the east side of S.R. 747,
there is essentially no storm drainage system to the north and west of the intersection.
The storm sewer system serving the area basically starts at the intersection and the three
or four inlets at that location are too few and/or improperly placed to intercept the flow.

2. The head end of this system due to a limiting section of 8" pipe, is not adequate for even
the 2 year storm from the tributary area (as the system continues down Oak Road toward
Greenville, it becomes adequate for about the 10 year storm).

These deficiencies have resulted in continuing drainage problems along the east and west sides
of Congress Avenue (from Oak to Fountain) and across the rear yards of properties on the south
side of Oak Avenue. Each of these situations is discussed in more detail below.

II. NGRE VE EASTSIDE - OAKTOF A

Presently, storm drainage along the east side of Congress Avenue, from Oak Road to the high
point about mid-way between Fountain and Wood, is accomplished by an open ditch located in
the seven foot wide area between the edge of pavement and the sidewalk. This swale conveys
storm water to an existing ditch inlet located at the northeast comner of Congress and Oak. The
majority of this runoff is generated from the east half of Congress Avenue, plus front yard area
north of Fountain, for a drainage area of 1.33 Ac.

The main problem with this ditch occurs in its lower section, about 150-200' north of Oak
Avenue. Here, where the ditch receives its greatest flow, its slope, depth and hence carrying
capacity are at their least such that it is not able to contain even a 2 year storm. The ditch is
eroding at an accelerated rate and is beginning to undermine the Congress Avenue edge of
pavement.

Other problems associated with the ditch are as follows:

1. The adjacent sidewalk is lower than the edge of pavement such that the ditch
overflows onto the properties to the east rather than onto Congress Avenue.

2. A constant maintenance effort by Village forces is required to keep the ditch and
driveway culverts free of debris.

3. In the upper reaches, the steep drop from the edge of pavement into the ditch
could present a hazard to motorists.

4. Vehicular traffic is reported to be hampered during heavy rain.

The only solution which effectively addresses all these concerns is similar to that proposed by



Frederick Schildhauer in February of 1984. This included installing a concrete curb and gutter
section from Oak Road to Fountain Avenue; filling the entire swale to create a grass berm:;
removing the existing ditch inlet; and installing storm sewer and inlets along Congress Avenue.

The storm sewer would begin 325' north of Fountain Avenue with a ditch inlet to intercept the
flow that is presently conveyed under Fountain Avenue by a culvert. It would run along
Congress Avenue to Oak Road and then continue down Oak Road for about 200’ to augment the
existing 8" sewer which severely limits the capacity of that system. A schematic of these
improvements is shown in the Summary section.

The preliminary construction cost estimate for these improvements is $77,121.00; a breakdown
of the estimate is attached.

Although an asphalt curb could be installed for less cost than a concrete curb and gutter section,
there are three reasons we recommend the latter. -

1. The concrete curb and gutter section allows the use of inlets with curb openings. These
intercept much more flow than the inlets used with an asphalt curb which have grates
only.

2. The cross-slope of the concrete gutter plate helps prevent the flow along the curb from
spreading out onto the pavement such that less water bypasses the inlets,

3. The concrete curb and gutter is much more durable and permanent in nature than an
asphalt curb.

Other solutions to this drainage problem as outlined in our letter dated November 1, 1985 (copy
attached) all involve improving the drainage characteristics of the existing swale by regrading
and/or paving it. Although this would be less expensive, the maintenance problem associated
with the collection of debris in the swale (especially at driveway culveris) and thus, the
possibility for overflow onto adjacent property would still exist,

oL NGRE YENUE-WEST SIDE

The inadequate storm drainage facilities along the west side of Congress and the flat cross slope
of the pavement make it possible for runoff to cross from the west side of the street to the east
during periods of intense rainfall. This adds water from another 4.4 Ac. to the ditch along the
east side. This reinforces the need for a curb and gutter and storm sewer system as outlined
above. To further alleviate this problem, the existing storm sewer on the west side of Congress
should be cleaned, one new ditch inlet installed and the existing inlets reconstructed and/or
repositioned as necessary to be more effective. The preliminary construction cost estimate for
these improvements is $9,000.00

IV. . QAK ROAD. H SIDE

Currently, the excess runoff from the Congress Avenue (S.R. 747) Springfield Pike (S.R. 4) and
Oak Road intersection flows southeastwardly for about 350" across the greenbelt area and then
continues through the rear yards of properties on the south side of Oak Road.

This is reportedly a frequent problem and is due as mentioned earlier to the inadequacy of the
storm drainage system in the area of the intersection to handle the flow from the 15.5 acres that
drains toit. The flow of water around the radius is also undermining the edge of the pavement,

The most cost effective method to alleviate this situation is to direct the water past the greenbelt



area by constructing a curb and gutter around the intersection radius and along the south side of
Oak Road to a point about 300" east. An inlet would be constructed at the radius and another
near the east end of the curb and piped to existing manholes on the 15" storm sewer in QOak
Road. The tota! estimated construction cost of these improvements is $11,960.00.
Thus, the preliminary estimated cost of drainage improvements in the area of the Congress and
Oak intersection is $77,121.00 + $9,000.00 + $11,960.00 = $98,081.00. Adding a contingency
factor of approximately 10% brings the total estimated construction cost to $107,900.00.
Y. ROVE AR
A. EAST SIDE OF CONGRESS - Oak to Fountain
Problem: Drainage system along east side of Congress not adequate for flows
received...water flows over sidewalk and onto adjacent private property,
Congress Avenue Road eroding, water lies upon roadway during moderate
to heavy storms.
Drainage Area = 1.3 Ac.
Recommended Solution:

1. Install concrete curb and gutter along the east side of Congress from Oak to 325’
past Fountain; 875'+.

2, Remove driveway culveris and fill in existing swale to create a grass berm.

3. Remove the existing ditch inlet at the northeast comer of Congress and Oak.

4. Install a 12" storm sewer and 3 gutter inlets along the east side of Congress;
extend the storm sewer 325" past the north side of Fountain Avenue and terminate

with a ditch inlet; 875' of 12" pipe.

5. Continue a 15" storm sewer about 200' down the north side of Oak Road to
augment the existing undersized (8") sewer,

Construction Cost Estimate: $77,121.00
B. WEST SIDE OF CONGRESS - Oak to Fountain

Problem: Drainage system inadequate for flows received...water flows across
Congress Avenue during heavy rains impeding traffic.

Drainage Area = 4.4 Ac.

Recommended Solution:

1. Clean existing storm sewer.

2 Add a ditch inlet midway between Oak and Fountain.

3. Reconstruct/reposition existing inlets to be more effective.

Construction Cost Estimate: $9,000.00



C. OAK ROAD - South Side
Problem: Excess runoff from large intersection area flows uncontrolled around S.E.
intersection radius, across adjacent greenbelt area and thru rear yards on south side of
Oak Road. Flow is undermining edge of pavement at S.E. radius.
Drainage Area = 15.5 Ac. (total to Oak Road sewer)

Recommended Solution:

1. Install concrete curb and gutter around radius and approximately 300’ east on Oak
Road.
2. Install an inlet at radins and one near end of curb to intercept water; pipe to

existing manholes on 15" storm sewer.

Construction Cost Estimate: $11,960.00



VILLAGE of GLENDALE
GLENDALE, OHIO 45246

INCORPORATED 1835

Countv of Hamilton 02/24/92
Donald C. Schramm., P.E.-P.S.

County Engineer

700 Countv Administration Bldg.

138 E. Court Street

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202-1258

Re: Resolution 19%92-5
Dear sir,

Pleased be advised that the next regularlyv scheduled
meeting will be held on March 2, 1992. Enclosed vou will
find a copy of resolution 1992-5; authorizing the Village
Administrator to make application to the Hamilton County
Integrating Committee for round 4, 1993, Issue 2 Funds.

This resolution will be passed on March 2, 1992,
Please do not hesitate to call if vou should have anv dquest-
ions. :

Respectfully,

cc: Issue 2 application: 1993 - Congress Storm Water Project

[0S R e R SRR e e e e e
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 30 VILLAGE SQUARE (5131 771-7200



Village of Glendale

Resolution 1992 - 5

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE VILLAGE ADMINISTRATOR
TO MAKE APPLICATION FOR STATE ISSUE 2 FUNDS IN 1993

WHEREAS. The District 2 Integrating Committee reqguires
documentation of authenticitv for each Issue 2
application. and

WHEREAS. The 1993 Issue 2 application is due not later than
Februarv 28, 19%2. and

WHEREAS. The Village Mavor., Council and Street Committee
recognize the urgency of repairs to an inadequate
existing storm water system on Congress (SR747) at
Oak Road, and

WHEREAS, The continued deterioration and erosion of the
existing svstem cases road erosion. hazardous
ditches and water 1lving wupon a heavily traveled
roadwav, and

WHEREAS, The Village of Glendale is unable to fund said
project in its entiretv and will reguire assist-
ance in the form of a grant.

BE IT RESOLVED. bv the Village Council of the Village of
Glendale that the Village Administrator is to make timely
application to the district 2 Integrating Committee and the
Ohio Public Works Commission for financial assistance in the
refurbishment of approximatelv 955LF of the existing storm
water removal svstem.

Reading and Passage Date: March 2, 1992

Alexander J. Brockmeier., Mavor

COPY

Frank C. Leister, Clerk
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ADDITIONAL SUPPORT INFORMATION

For Fiscal Year 1983, jurisdictions shall complete the State application
form for Issue 2, Small Government, or Local Transportation Improvement
Program (LTIP) funding. In addition, the bDistrict 2 Integrating Committee
requests the following information to determine which projects are
funded. Information provided on both forms should be accurate, based on
reliable engineering principles. Do NOT TrTequest a specific type of
funding desired, as this is decided by the District Integrating Commlttee,

1. Of the total infrastructure within the jurisdiction which is similar
to the infrastructure of this project, what percentage can be
classified as being in poor condition, adequacy and/or
serviceability? Accurate support information, such as pavement
management inventories or bridge condition summaries, must be provided
+o substantiate the stated percentage. -

Typical examples are:

Road percentage= Miles of road that are in poor condition
Total miles of road within jurisdiction

storm percentage= Miles of storm sewers that are in poor condition
Total miles of storm sewers within jurisdiction

Bridge percentage= Number of bridges that are in poor condition
Number of bridges within jurisdiction

"See Attached Sheet"

2. what is the condition of the existing infrastructure to Dbe
replaced, repaired, or expanded? For bridges, submit a copy of the
latest general appraisal and condition rating.

Closed Poor X

Fair Good

cive a brief statement of the nature of the deficiency of the presen
facility such as: 1inadequate load capacity (bridge); surface type an
width; number of lanes; structural condition; substandard desig
elements such as berm width, grades, curves, sight distances, drainag

structures, or inadequate service capacity. If known, give th
approximate age of the infrastructure to be replaced, repaired, ©
expanded.

"Sea Attached Sheet"




ADDITICONAL SUPPORT INFORMATICN

Congress Ave; 5160 total LF. This project represents

955 LF of Congress (19%) Storm water rebuilding. Glendale's
total system encumbers 87,350 LF (50% Poor) and this pro-
ject represents 1% of the total system and a replacement

of 2% of the total "poor system".

Poor. The current system i1s substandard in size and

design. Erosion undermining Congress Ave., causing
hazardous (deep) ditches, and allowing water to stand

on heavily traveled Congress Avenue (impeding traffic

flow) and overflowing onto residential property (causing
basement flooding). Current age of existing system; 80 yrs.



I1f sState Issue 2 funds are awarded, how socon (in weeks or months)
after completion of the agreement with OPWC would the opening of bids
occur? The Integrating Committee will be reviewing schedules
submitted for previous projects to help judge the accuracy of a
particular jurisdiction's anticipated schedule.

please indicate the current status of the project development by

cireling the appropriate answers below. PROVIDE ACCURATE ESTIMATE.

a) Has the Consultant been selected?..............- No N/A
b) Preliminary development or engineering completed? No N/A
¢) Detailed construction plans completed?.......... Yes GED N/A
d) all right-of-way and easements acguired?........ (§;;3 No N/A
e) Utility coordination complete_d? .............. P Ho N/A

Give estimate of time, in weeks or months, to complete any item above
not yet completed.

CDS Engineer's will have detail plans 30 davs after State Tssue 2 _approval.

How will the proposed dinfrastructure activity impact the general
health, welfare, and safety of the service area? (Typical examples
include the effects of the completed project on accldent rates,
emergency response time, fire protection, health hazards, user
benefits, and commerce.)

Allow unimpeded traffic during storms, remove hazardous (and deepening} cpen

ditches, stop undermining of Congress Ave. roadway and stop.

For any project involving GRANTS, the local jurisdiction must provide
a MINIMUM OF 10% of the anticipated construction cost.
additionally, the 1local jurisdiction must Ppay 100% of the costs of
preliminary engineering, inspection, and right-of-way. If a project
is to be funded wunder Issue 2 Or small Government, the costs of any
betterment/expansion are 100% local. Local matching funds must either
be currently on deposit with the jurisdiction, or certified as having
been approved or encumbered by an outside agency (MRF, CDBG, etc.).
proposed funding must be shown on the Project Application under
Section 3.2, "Project Financial Resources". For a project involving
LOANS or CREDIT ENHANCEMENTS, 100% of construction costs are eligible
for funding, with no local match required.

what matching funds are to be used for this project? (i.e. Federal,
state, MRF, Local, etc.)

7.72% w/Municipal Motor Vehicle Tax Funds & 12.8% w/State Highway Funds
(311 received by Glendale in 1992 & on Cert. of Resources)
To what extent are matching funds to be utilized, expressed as =
percentage of anticivated CONSTRUCTION costs?

Total Matching Funds = 20%




Has any formal action by a federal, state, or local government agenc:y
resulted in a complete ban or partial ban of the use or expansion o:
use for the involved infrastructure? (Typical examples include weight
limits, truck restrictions, and moratoriums or limitations on issuance
of new building permits.) *THE BAN MUST HAVE AN ENGINEERINC
JUSTIFICATION TO BE CONSIDERED VALID. Attach a cobVy of the document
{ordinance, resolution, etc.) which imposes the ban.

COMPLETE BAN PARTIAL BAN NC BAN X

Wwill the ban be removed after the project is completed? YES NO

what is the total number of existing users that will benefit as ¢
result of the proposed project? Use specific criteria such as
households, traffic counts, ridership figures for public transit,
daily users, etc., and equate to an equal measurement of users:

1985 0.K.I. Study; S.R. 747 (S. of Tri-County) = 10,700 x 1.2 = 12,840.

(User benefit is vehicular due to road hazards & undermining)
For roads and bridges, multiply current documented Average Daily
Traffic by 1.2 occupants per car (I.T.E. estimated conversion factor:
to determine users per day. Ridership figures for public transit mus:t

be documented. where the facility currently has any restrictions or
is partially closed, use documented traffic counts prior tc
restriction. For storm sewers, sanitary sewers, water lines, anc

other related facilities, multiply the number of households in the
service area by four (4) to determine the approximate number of users
per 4day.

The Ohio Public Works cCommission requires that all jurisdictions
applying for project funding develop a five year overall Capita:
Improvement Plan that shall be updated annually. The Plan is tc
include an inventory and condition survey of existing capita.
improvements, and a list detailing a schedule for capital improvements
and/or maintenance. Both Five-Year Overall and Five-Year Issue .
capital Improvement Plans are required.

mwwwwmnmwmm -

Ts the infrastructure to be improved part of a facility that hacs

regional significance? {Consider the number of jurisdictions served,
size of service area, trip lengths, functional classification, anc
length of route.) Provide supporting information.

NO




OHIO INFRASTRUCTURE BOND PROGRAM (ISSUER 2) = ROUND 5

LOCAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (LTIP) - ROUND 4

FY 1993 PROJECT SELECTION CRITERIA - 7/1/92 TO 6/3Q/93

ADOPTED BY DISTRICT 2 INTEGRATING COMMITTEE, 2/21/92

JURISDICTION/AGENCY:ﬁ;ﬁ;:::52€y/53ﬁ525'aﬁb‘”'¢§£;;£;4%272£25d?'

PROJECT IDENTIFICATION:

Coniocace iy e e ey i e

PROPQOSED FUNDING:

sz y/-’—"/z/(;// A QZ S T e 5 T ) e {/:7 2 L P
ELIGIBLE CATEGORY:

ST o e e

EQINTS

L0

20 2

NOTE:
will

TOTAL POINTS FOR THIS PROJECT —.1=ééﬁtz§5§‘

=

Type of project

10 Points = Bridge, road, stormwater
5 Points - All other projects

If Issue 2/LTIP funds are granted, when would the
construction contract be awarded? (Even though the
jurisdictions will be asked this question, the Support Staff
will assign points based on engineering experience.)

10 Points - Will definitely be awarded by end of 1992

5 Points - Some doubt as to whether it can be awarded by
end of 1952

0 Points - No way it can be awarded in 1992

what 1is the condition of the infrastructure to be replaced
or repaired? For bridges, base condition on latest general
appraisal and condition rating.

15 Points - Poor condition
l2 Points -
9 Points
6 Points -
3 Points - Fair condition

Fair to Poor condition

If infrastructure 1is 1in "good" or better condition, it
NOT be conslidered for Issue 2/LTIP funding, unless it is a

betterment project that will improve serviceability.
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Jros

4)

5)

6)

1)

If the project 1s built, what will be its effect on the
facility's serviceability?

10 Points - Significantly effect on serviceability (e.qg.,
widen to add lanes along entire project)

8 Points - Moderate to significant effect on serviceability

6§ Points - Moderately effect on serviceability (e.g., widen
existing lanes)

4 Points - Little to no effect on serviceability

2 Point Little or no effect on serviceability (e.q.,
street or bridge deck rehab)

Of the total infrastructure within the jurisdiction which is
similar to the infrastructure of this project, what portion
can be classified as being in poor or worse condition,
and/or inadequate in service?

Points 50% and over
Points - 30% to 49.9%
Point - 10% to 29.9%
Points Less than 10%

ormnWw

How important 1is the project to the HEALTH, SAFETY, and
WELFARE of the public and the citizens of the District
and/or the service area?

10 Points -~ Highly significant importance, with substantial
impact on all 3 factors

8 Points - Considerably significant importance, with
substantial impact on 2 factors OR noticeable
impact on all 3 factors

6 Points - Moderate importance, with substantial impact on
1 factor or noticeable impact on 2 factors

4 Points - Minimal importance, with noticeable impact on 1
factor

2 Points - No measurable impact

What 1s the overall economic health of the jurisdiction?

Points - Poor
Points -

Points - Fair
Points -

Points - Excellent

1

MO



/

R0

5 Y PP

what matching funds are being committed to the project,
expressed as a percentage of the TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST?
Matching funds may be local, federal, ODOT, MRF, etc. or a
combination of funds. Loan and credit enhancement projects

automatically receive 5 points. MINIMUM 10% MATCHING FUNDS
REQUIRED FQOR GRANT-FUNDED PROQJECTS

5 Points -~ More than 50%
4 Points - 40% to 49.9%
3 Points - 30% to 39.9%
2 Points - 20% to 29.9%
1 Point - 10% to 19.9%

Has any formal action or orders by a federal, state, or
local governmental agency resulted in a partial or complete
ban of the usage or expansion of the usage for the involved
infrastructure? Examples include weight limits on
structures, EPA orders to replace or repair sewerage, and
moratoriums on building permits in a particular area due to
local flooding downstream. POINTS CAN BE AWARDED ONLY IF
CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROJECT BEING RATED WILL CAUSE THE BAN
TO BE REMOVED.

10 Points - Complete han
5 Points - Partial ban
0 Points - No ban

What 1is the total number of existing daily users that will
benefit as a result of the proposed project? Appropriate
criteria include traffic counts & households served, when
converted to a measurement of persons. Public transit users
are permitted to be counted for roads and bridges, but only
when certifiable ridership figures are provided.

10 Points - 10,000 and Over
Points - 7,500 to 9,999
Points - 5,000 to 7,499
Points - 2,500 to 4,999
Points -~ 2,499 and Under

VDO

Does the infrastructure have REGIONAL impact? Consider

originations & destinations of traffic, functional
classification,size of service area, number of jurisdictions
served, etc. (Functional classifications to be revised in

the future to conform to new sSurface Transportation Act.)

5 Points - Major impact (e.g., major multi-jurisdictional
route, primary feed route to an Interstate,
Federal-Aid Primary routes) )

4 Polnts =

3 Points -~ Moderate impact (e.g., principal thoroughfares,
Federal-Aid Urban routes)

2 Poilnts =

Point

Minimal or no impact (e.g., cul-de-sacs,
subdivision streets)

s . - '
TOTAL AVAILABLE PQINTS: 98 <%= (720 02 ~pn pkeinyiy /
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STATE ISSUE 2 PROGRAM -~ ROUND 6

LTIP PROGRAM - ROUND 5

FISCAL YEAR 1994 PROJECT SELECTION CRITERIA - JULY 1, 1983 TO JUNE 30, 198:
ADOPTED BY THE DISTRICT 2 INTEGRATING COMMITTEE JULY 17, 1992

AMENDED BY THE DISTRICT 2 INTEGRATING COMMITTEE SEPTEMBER 18, 1992

JURISDICTION/AGENCY: 6) Lt EA/DACE

NAME OF PROJECT: COUG.EESS /4\”5:. rForm i, A =T

TOTAL POINTS FOR THIS PROJECT: ES ; i

NO.
POINTS

/C) 1) If Issue 2/LTIP Funds are granted, when would the
construction contract be awarded? {The Suppert Staff
will assign points based on engineering experience.)

10 Points - Will be under ceontract by =2nd of 1993
5 Points - Will be under contract by March 30, 195%4

0 Points - Will not be under contract by March 30. 1994

ég 2) What is the condition of the infrastructure to be
replaced or repaired? For bridges, base condition
on latest general appraisal and condition rating.

20 Points - Poor Condition

16 Points -

12 Points - Fair to Poor Condition
8 Points -

4 Points - Fair Condition

NOTE: If the infrastructure is in "good" or better condition
it will NOT be considered for Issue 2/LTIP funding,
unless it is a betterment project that will improve
serviceability.
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3 1If the project is built, what will be its effect on

the facility's serviceability?

10 Points - Significant effect (e.g.., widen to and
add lanes along entire project)
8 Points Moderate to significant effect
6 Points Moderate effect (e.g., widen exist. lanes)
4 Points Moderate to little effect
2 Points Little or no effect (e.g., street or bridge
deck rehabilitation)
41‘ 4) How important is the project to HEALTH, SAFETY, AND

WELFARE of the public and the citizens of the
District and/or service area?

10

8

6

4

2

Points

Points

Points

Points

Points

C? 5) What is the

'._l

[ A B

Eoints
Foints
Points
Points
Points

Highly significant importance, with
substantial impact on all 3 factors
Considerably significant importance, with
substantial impact on 2 factors OR
noticeable impact on all 3 factors
Moderate importance, with substantial
impact on 1 factor or noticeable impact
on 2 factors

Minimal importance, with noticeable
impact on 1 factor

No measurable impact

overall economic health of +the jurisdiction?

Boor
Fair

Excellent

What matching funds are being committed to the project,

expressed as a percentage of the TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST?
Loan and Credit Enhancement projects automatically receive

5

points,

and no match is required. All grant funded

projects require a minimum of 10% matching funds.

M N Wb

Points
Points
Points
Points
Point

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

or
to
to
to
to

more

49.99%
39.99%
29.99%
19.99%
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f;) 7) Has any formal action by a federal, state, or leocal
government agency resulted in a partial or complete ban of
the usage or expansion of the usage for the involved
infrastructure? POINTS MAY ONLY BE AWARDED 1F THE END
RESULT OF THE PROJECT WILL CAUSE THE BAN TO BE LIFTED.

5 Points - Complete or significant ban
3 Points - Partial or moderate ban
0 Points - No ban of any kind

/ 8) What is the total number of existing daily users that will
benefit as a result of the proposed project? Appropriate
criteria include current traffic counts, households served,
when converted to a measurement of persons. Public transit
users are permitted to be counted for roads and bridges, bu?
only when certifiable ridership figures are provided.

5 Points - 10,000 or more
4 Points - 7,500 to 9,999
3 Points - 5,000 to 7,499
2 Points - 2.500 to 4,999
1 Point -~ 2,499% and under
/ 9) Does the infrastructure have REGIONAL impact? Consider

nrigins and destinations of traffic. functional
classification, size of service arsa. number aof
jurisdictions served. etc.

5 Points - Major impact (e.g., major multi-jurisdictional
route, primary feed route to an Interstate,
Federal - Aid Primary routes)

4 Ppints -

3 Points - Moderate impact (e.g., principal thoroughfares.
Federal - Aid Urban routes)

2 Points -

1 Point - Minimal or no impact (e.g., cul-de-sacs,

subdivision streets)

{ 10) Has the jurisdiction enacted the optional $5 license plate
fee, an infrastructure levy, a user fee, or a dedicated
tax for infrastructure?

2 Points - Two of the above
1 Point - One of the above
0 Points - None of the above
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ADDENDUM TO THE RATING SYSTEM
DEFINITIONS
CRITERION 2 - CONDITION
Poor - Condition is dangerous, unsafe or unusahle
Fair to Poor - Condition is inadequate or substandard

Fair - Condition is average, not gocod or poor

CRITERION 5 - ECONOMIC HEALTH
The following factors are used to determine economic health:
1) Median per capita income

2) Per capita assessed valuation of the total community real
estate and personal property

3) Poverty indicators
4) Effective tax rates
5) Total corporate debt as a percentage of assessed valuation

6) Municipal revenues and expenditures per capita

CRITERION 9 - REGIONAL IMPACT

Major impact - Primary water or sewer main serving an
entire system

Moderate impact - Waterline or storm sewer serving only
part of a system

Minimal impact -~ Individual waterline or storm sewer not
part of a system



